Introduction
Assessment for learning (AfL) is an ongoing concern in the development of teaching and teachers. AfL is promoted as a means to developing subject achievement as well as sustainable competencies (Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014; Bennett, 2011) . Teachers' fluency in connecting AfL to assessment of learning is therefore fundamental to modern definitions of assessment literacy (Deneen & Brown, 2016; Leong, 2016) . Making this connection between assessment for and of learning can be challenging in the face of large-scale testing. There are significant tensions between AfL and conventional models of large-scale testing designed to certify student attainment, such as public qualification examinations. Preparation for formalized examination competes with other priorities for time, attention and focus within curricula; the narrowing effect this can have on curricula is an issue of growing concern (Berry, 2011; Bonner, 2016; Taras, 2010) . In affected curricula, the purposes and priorities of AfL often narrow from sustainable and subject competencies to attainment of higher external examination marks (Deneen & Brown, 2016; Leong, 2016) . This is especially true at a secondary school level, where large-scale testing serves as a high-stakes summative sorting mechanism (Koh & Luke, 2009 ) and by inference a mechanism for evaluating and ranking secondary schools and teachers (Leong, 2014; Deneen, 2014) . Under these conditions, it is difficult for secondary school teachers to develop and maintain the connection between AfL and its intended, most valuable purposes. As large-scale testing is widespread, so too is this challenge to AfL.
Singapore, like many nations is attempting to balance competing tensions in assessment. On the one hand, Singapore has invested heavily in large-scale testing and summative assessment results. These are used as indicators of national success and as means of socio-economic advancement. On the other hand, Singapore is one of a growing number of nations committed to policies that promote use of assessment to develop subject achievement, develop sustainable competencies and fight the wash back of large-scale testing into curricula (Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014 ). Singapore's attempt to resolve these tensions into a workable solution is referred to as the 'balanced' assessment model (MOE, 2014) .
Balancing assessment is challenging. At a secondary level, externally regulated examination results play a key role in determining and shaping the curriculum and students' futures. Formalized examination systems are heavily resistant to change; they are also expanding, globally under the auspices of accountability-driven systems (Leong, 2014; Deneen, 2014; Carless, 2011) . Within educational contexts heavily reliant on public examination models, introducing AfL can create tension between AfLoriented assessment training, policy and practice and the entrenched structures of formalized examination practices. Understanding and negotiating these tensions would seem a necessary, long-term and global imperative in Singapore and elsewhere.
In what ways do teachers negotiate these tensions in assessment? This paper aims to address this question by establishing a systematic understanding of Singapore secondary school teachers' espoused values, practices, and proficiencies in school-based assessment for learning (AfL). Implications are discussed for the development of teaching, teacher education and curricula in contexts facing these tensions; this includes both traditional external examination model systems attempting to move into AfL as well as systems where external examinations play an increasing role in determining the focus and function of curricula.
Priorities and functions of AfL
The first priority of AfL is "to serve the purpose of promoting students' learning" (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2004, p. 10) . AfL might therefore be described as functioning to provide "information that teachers and their students can use as feedback in assessing themselves and one another and in modifying the teaching and learning activities in which they are engaged" (Black et al., 2004, p. 10) . Within these broad purposes and functions lie significant variations in perspectives on and practices of AfL. Some of these variations reflect differences in stakeholders' perceptions of the relative value and relationship of AfL to assessment of learning (Brown, 2004; Guskey, 2007) . There is also some debate over precise meanings of functions, purposes, and benefits of AfL; this include particular AfL practices and innovations and how much AfL is defined by task design versus intention (Bennett, 2011; Swaffield, 2011; Taras, 2010) .
This debate suggests that how AfL is developed and enacted can vary considerably with different stakeholders, using different models and in different contexts (Pellegrino, 2014) . AfL research must therefore look at the context in which AfL is enacted and these associated elements (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer, Lee & Tan, 2015) . Current assessment policy, practice, and research do not sufficiently account for these contextual constraints (Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014; Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) .
In Asian educational contexts, it has been recommended that as part of AfL, teachers at least systematically analyze students' strengths and weaknesses on in-school tests to determine teaching and learning priorities, well prior to and leading into formal qualifications examinations (Carless, 2011) . Implied in this approach to AfL is setting external examinations as the primary target; that is, the purpose of AfL is scoring well on the examination. Therefore, this should be understood as a minimum threshold for defining assessment as AfL. This interpretation did not evolve in a vacuum. Many educational systems in Asia exhibit strong Confucianheritage antecedents and/or European colonial elements. These political, economic and cultural systems promoted and relied on externally regulated examinations as dictating student progression and longer-term success (Leong, 2014; Deneen, 2014; Carless, 2011) .
These tensions affect a school or nation's ability to come to precise understandings of AfL (e.g., "This is what Singapore/our school means when we talk about AfL"), perform the various functions of assessment, establish and agree upon purposes, and anticipate the benefits of AfL (Bennett, 2011; Swaffield, 2011; Taras, 2010) . These tensions also lead to challenges around (a) what teachers think AfL is (Brown, 2004Brown, 2004 Guskey, 2007) and how they value those constructs, (b) what teachers do with assessment, and (c) what capabilities or competencies teachers have for the various types and functions of assessment.
Singapore assessment context
Singapore is a self-avowed meritocracy with examinations functioning as hurdles for individual socio-economic mobility and benchmarks for national success (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . Post-colonial Singapore has retained elements of the traditional English school model. This includes using formal examinations (e.g., 11þ, O-level, and A-level) to award qualifications and to sort children into subsequent opportunities (e.g., grammar school, A-level college, or university). These formal examinations are administered and marked by an agency external to the school. While course grades and conduct play a role in students' long-term progression, the most important formal evaluation of student attainment lies outside the purview and control of the teacher.
The negative wash-back effect of meritocracy-by-examination is seen in relentless competition for higher scores and positions in a system that has frequent, examination-oriented assessment, a strong reliance on formal testing in and outside the curriculum, and a tendency to assume that less-successful students are not making sufficient effort (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . Assessment within the curriculum is profoundly affected by this. Examined subjects at secondary level produce significantly different patterns in assessment than those that do not end in formal examinations (Koh & Luke, 2009 ). Thus, Singaporean secondary school curricula embed and embody repeated formal examination and testing much more than school systems that prioritize assessment for learning (e.g., New ZealanddCrooks, 2010).
Within this context, the Ministry of Education has been seeking to reduce the wash-back effect of formal examinations on curricula and specifically school assessment practices. The Ministry seeks to support and empower teachers to enable a more balanced approach including alternative and more authentic assessment methods (i.e., 'Balanced Assessment'; MOE, 2014) and an environment in which less time is spent on examination-influenced testing (i.e., 'Teach Less; Learn More'; MOE, 2011). Singapore is in the early stages of introducing professional development in secondary schools around more formative approaches to assessment. This involves, for example formatively oriented peer and selfassessment. These are intended as interactive conversations with students who themselves converse with each other about the quality of their work and how it can be improved (Swaffield, 2011) . These formative approaches are recognized, explicit policy and practice priorities to balancing assessment (Koh & Luke, 2009; Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014) . Achieving this balance requires changing the role of the teacher. The conventional qualifications approach places the interpretations of achievement leading to qualifications and opportunities outside teachers' judgement. Balanced assessment therefore necessitates ceding some of this authority to teachers.
Enacting this model has significant implications for teacher training and development. Effective use of assessment authority requires enhancing assessment literacy (Deneen & Brown, 2016; Leong, 2016) . At a secondary school level, this involves training teachers towards a productive expression of AfL: using assessment to develop meaningful subject achievement and sustainable competencies (MOE, 2014) . Instead of just preparing students for an external high-stakes examination marked by an unknown outsider, teachers are expected to contribute to and determine students' progress towards meaningful outcome achievement.
In Singapore and elsewhere, changing AfL must negotiate larger, systemic socio-economic and political realities. These realities include investment in formal qualifications as success benchmarks for nations and hurdles for individuals. These factors explain in part the resiliency of such systems to attempts at integrating AfL (Leong, 2014; Deneen, 2014; Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . Singapore's Balanced Assessment model therefore creates significant tensions in the Singapore educational context. On the one hand, there is a vision of AfL supported by research and policy that focuses on meaningful outcomes and empowering teachers and students. On the other hand, there are deeply embedded sociocultural systems that locate authority outside of schools and allow external examinations to shape assessment, curricula and most broadly, a nation (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . Given the stage of development, the recognized challenges in introducing AfL into an examination-driven system and the strong cultural and political support for such systems, it is essential in Singapore and elsewhere that we understand how teachers may negotiate these tensions.
Research questions
We draw on and adapt a theoretical model proposed by Tan & Deneen (2015) ; Fulmer et al. (2015) . The model builds on a thematic review of international research on assessment to address the relationships among teachers' values, conceptions, and knowledge of assessment, and to review how they affect teachers' classroom assessment practices. Within the model, values are seen as what teachers endorse; conceptions are what they perceive the purposes of assessment are (e.g. accountability, student improvement, etc.) and knowledge is about their skilled understanding of the practice of assessment. The model then posits how these interrelationships are themselves affected by contextual influences across levels: micro, the individual teacher and classroom; meso, the school and community; and macro, the national and cultural contexts. For this article's examination of micro level factors, we draw on the Tan & Deneen (2015); Fulmer et al. (2015) model to focus on teachers' reported values for assessment, their individuallevel proficiency with assessment, and how this affects their practices of assessment. Thus, our research questions are:
1. What are Singaporean teachers' reported values for, proficiencies in and practices of classroom assessment? 2. What are the patterns and relationships of these three factors to each other?
In our present study, we survey teachers on their values, practices, and proficiencies with classroom assessment. Values matter to the identification of goals and the direction of behavior (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) . Self-reported proficiency in a domain has a robust relationship to practice and behavior in the same domain; hence, it is expected that teachers who report competence with an aspect of assessment will be actually good at it (Bandura, 1977; TschannenMoran & Barr, 2004) . Its inclusion as a self-report measure may provide information on what teachers perceive their capabilities to be. Reported practice is aimed at the reported frequency with which teachers are able to enact particular assessment practices within the curriculum. Taken together, a collection and analysis of these aspects about assessment allows us to examine and contrast the purposes teachers consider assessment to have, how valuable those purposes are, how competent they consider themselves at implementation and how often they perceive themselves as able to exercise these competencies.
To the extent that AfL is a change for teachers from the traditional summative, public examination culture, a systemic understanding of teacher perceptions, practices, and values is needed. Perceptions are interpretations of information conveyed to a person by experience (Siegel, 2015) . For teachers, these are anchored concretely in what they see, notice, and experience in the classroom and teaching profession, and were most probably fostered when teachers were students themselves (Pajares, 1992) . One's perceptions develop into attitudes or conceptions that guide, frame, and shape teacher actions (Fives & Buehl, 2012) ; if deeply held, these may be resistant to change. By attending to teacher perceptions of the functions and purposes of a phenomenon such as assessment, we can gain insight into factors that contribute to the success (or lack) of an innovation. Furthermore, attention to teacher's own competence to implement and sustain expected change in practice is an important constraint upon their actual behavior. When people do not feel empowered to act in a certain way, then they are much less likely to do so, even if they have the actual autonomy (Ajzen, 2005) .
Method
This study employed a survey-based methodology to examine the AfL values, practices and proficiencies of a broad sample of Singaporean secondary school teachers. Confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses were applied. These yielded a four-factor model; descriptive statistics were obtained and reported by factor.
Participants
Data were gathered from 1054 teachers at 12 Singapore secondary schools using a deliberate sampling approach. Schools were selected to represent different sectors in Singapore. Of the 12 schools, three are analogous to US private schools (one independent; two autonomously governed). Nine were government-run public schools. Seven schools served mid to lower SES families while five schools served higher SES populations.
Surveys were distributed to teachers and administrators during faculty meetings. Importance of participation and the guarantee of anonymity and confidentiality were emphasized. Response rate was approximately 80%. The final data set (Table 1) consisted of 913 valid cases after removal of invalid responses (e.g., missing large sections, answering identically for all items,). Approximately 75% of participants were teachers without managerial roles, with the balance having either full-time or part-time managerial responsibilities. Demographic data of the survey (age range, gender, years of teaching experience) suggest a highly representative sample was achieved, relative to Singapore's overall secondary school teacher population. It should be noted that teacher qualifications are largely standardized in Singapore and gathering ethnicity data is discouraged. Full demographic data of the survey is provided in Appendix B.
Instruments
The survey instrument was piloted with 218 Singaporean teachers and administrators. Items were behavior-specific (i.e. focused on enacted assessment) and constructed based on review of relevant literature, researchers' knowledge of Singaporean classroom-based assessment and results of previous framework validation (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . This was done to support the content and structural validity of the items during initial development. Item content and wording were then reviewed by experienced Singaporean secondary school teachers, administrators, and teacher educators. This was done as a further check on face validity of the instrument, with specific intention on the issue of aligning the instrument to the Singaporean secondary school context. Using pilot results, exploratory factor analysis and item content examination were conducted, leading to item, construct and format adjustment. This resulted in the survey used in this study.
Items were focused around five main constructs: (a) dynamic performance of assessment, (b) building learner capacity to be involved in assessment processes, (c) sustaining engagement of students in assessment, including increasing confidence, (d) reporting and planning of assessment to align with curriculum outcomes, and (e) fulfilling accountability expectations through linking assessments to national standards (Appendix A).
Each survey item was asked in three different ways (i.e., value, practice, and proficiency). Participants were asked to rate each item as to how much they valued it, the extent to which they practiced it, and their sense of proficiency in it. Each item was on a five-point Likert-type scale, with 1 representing "Strongly Disagree," 5 representing "Strongly Agree," with a neutral point at 3. Results gave preliminary support to the overarching factors of Values (Cronbach's alpha ¼ .92), Proficiency (alpha ¼ .96), and Practices (alpha ¼ .82). Further analyses and scale development are described in the subsequent section.
Analysis
Using the working data set of 913 survey responses, the proposed five-factor structure for each domain (i.e., values, practices, and proficiency) was tested with both exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) identifies a plausible number of factors or dimensions that simplify the responses of items. EFA identifies how strongly each item belongs to all factors, including those to which they do not conceptually belong (i.e. off-paths). To ensure that an EFA result has good correspondence to its data, CFA is applied because it forces the off-paths to zero (unlike EFA) and provides robust tests of model fit to the data. Conventionally, CFA is performed only when a second independent data set is available against which an existing statistical model can be tested or confirmed. However, it is possible to apply CFA to an EFA result with the same data and accomplish 'restrictive' analysis (i.e., items are restricted to only their identified factors) and unlike EFA, CFA provides much more information about the quality of the model relative to the data (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) .
Poor fit to the data in the initial five-factor CFA necessitated analysis of the number of dimensions within each domain (Courtney, 2013) . This was followed by systematic testing of all plausible number of factors (i.e., 2 to 8) using maximum likelihood estimation and oblique rotation (Costello & Osborne, 2005) . Once a defensible factor structure was identified, confirmatory factor analysis was applied using AMOS (IBM, 2016) . CFA also provides tools (e.g., modification indices) to identify mis-fitting items whose removal improves fit to the data by ensuring simple structure of each factor. Models were deemed as sufficiently similar to the data if a number of fit indices met conventional standards for acceptable fit (i.e., gamma hat >0.90; RMSEA<0.08; SRMRz0.06; Fan & Sivo, 2007) . Because of our relatively large sample size, statistical tests of mean differences (e.g., matched t tests) are easily significant at the p < .05 level or lower; so, we focus on reporting effect sizes (Cohen's d) to emphasize interpretation of differences among the teachers' responses.
Results

Arriving at a viable factor model
Confirmatory factor analysis of the proposed five-factor structure (Appendix A) was admissible but failed to fit acceptably. Dimensionality analysis indicated that either four or five dimensions were present in the data for each aspect. Inspection of exploratory factor analysis results suggested that four factors for each construct were most plausible. The results of the CFA models for each construct are reported in Table 2 . The results show that the confirmatory models for each construct were well-fitting according to the ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom, RMSEA, and SRMR. This means that the measurement models represented by the CFA are well suited for each construct.
In creating an acceptably fitting model across the three constructs, different items had to be excluded from each factor. This means that comparable factors differed between Values, Practice, and Proficiency constructs on the items that were retained. Nine items were in the same factor across the three aspects, while another 13 were in the same factor for two of the three constructs (Table 3 ). This shows that many items were consistently loading onto related factors across the Values, Practice, and Proficiency constructs, with some variation among other items. Based on content review of these items, we defined the four factors as: (1) Alignment; (2) Sustaining Engagement; (3) Involving Students, including peer-and self-assessment (PASA); and (4) Grading/ Reporting. We use different terms from our intended factors in Section 2.2 in recognition that the intended item assignment was not retained completely. Even so, we can match many of the four factors to our intended factors as follows. Sustaining Engagement matches closely to our intended factor (c): sustaining engagement of students in assessment, including increasing confidence. Grading/Reporting mostly addresses items from our intended factor (d): reporting and planning of assessment to align with curriculum outcomes. Alignment matches very closely to our intended factor (e): fulfilling accountability expectations through linking assessments to national standards. Involving Students draws most of the items from our intended factor (b): building learner capacity to be involved in assessment processes. The seven items in our intended factor (a), dynamic performance of assessment (see Appendix A for full item list), were spread across the other observed factors.
Involving Students, with two fully shared items, is the factor most readily identifiable as AfL focused. Sub-constructs included training students towards conducting peer and self-assessment, having student utilize feedback effectively, fostering selfregulated improvement and (the teacher) using rubrics and results for student-centered improvement. Sustaining engagement focused on achievement co-factors, such as ensuring assessment was motivationally supportive of student learning by increasing interest, boosting confidence, and by being enjoyable, nonstressful, and spontaneous. Grading/reporting focused on using assessment diagnostically, while simultaneously reporting performance normatively, and using it to evaluate teacher performance. Alignment, with three fully shared items, focused on aligning assessment to the curriculum and the student, and using that information as a focus for teacher professional conversations and keeping track of student progress. Alignment might best be described as assessment in terms of curriculum and learning design and planning, with implications for both summative and formative intentions (e.g. reporting results, holding dialogues about student performance).
While factors are not perfectly identical in the items that are retained for the factor across the Values, Practices and Proficiency constructs, they are conceptually sufficiently similar to allow common nomenclature and comparison. More importantly, some of the recovered factors mapped directly onto the intended structure. Notably, this occurred in the factors sustaining engagement, alignment, and involving students in assessment. These used sets of items that had been grouped in the original design. It is only the Grading/Reporting factor that draws items from across the original factors of Doing and Accountability. Upon inspection, the connection of items is logical. Values, proficiency, and practice of assessment exist in a complex relationship that may be studied further with this inventory.
Patterns of value, practice and proficiency by factor
After determining the appropriate items loading onto each factor, a mean score for each factor was computed and examined to determine patterns of teachers' responses. Recall that the scale had a range of 1 through 5 with a neutral point at 3. So, factor means near 3 indicate a roughly neutral position, and the further below 3 the less the teachers endorse the items in the factor d valuing less, doing less, or feeling less proficient. As Table 4 shows, the factors of Alignment, Sustaining Engagement, and Involving Students (PASA) were more valued by teachers than they were practiced. Involving Students (PASA) had the biggest gap between what teachers reportedly valued and how proficient they felt in carrying it out (Cohen's d ¼ 1.80). By contrast, for Grading/Reporting, the teachers reported similar means for practices and values, but again relatively lower levels of proficiency. The lowest factor in Values was Grading/Reporting, with a large effect size difference compared to Involving Students. In complete contrast, Grading/Reporting had the highest mean for Practices and Involving Students had the lowest mean (Cohen's d > 0.80). Interestingly, the differences in mean score within Proficiency were quite small (Cohen's d < 0.40) and all factors having a mean close to 3.00 (i.e., 'Adequately Proficient'). Note. CFI ¼ comparative fit index; RMSEA ¼ root mean square error of approximation; SRMR ¼ standardized root mean residual.
Table 3
Item and factor structure by Construct.
Note. Items in red are in the same factor across all constructs; green indicates common between 2 of the 3 constructs; values are standardized loadings.
Discussion
This research has developed a clear sense of how assessment is perceived by teachers in 12 schools: a) 'we value involving students (i.e. PASA) and Sustaining Engagement, but don't believe we have equivalent skill or opportunity to enact these' b) 'we don't highly value Grading/Reporting but we are doing it and we are reasonably competent at it' and c) we value treating assessment as a planning and design activity (i.e. Alignment); we have opportunity to do it and this is what we are best at.' This study lends clarity to the tensions that have been identified in research into teacher perceptions of assessment. Importantly, the differences in factor means provide potential directions for professional development in assessment for learning. The challenge now is to determine to what extent the relative lack of proficiency arises from deficient personal competencies and skills or from policy and priority conditions that are inimical to AfL. By focusing on the key element of stakeholder perceptions, we may be able to create links in AfL perceptions, policies and practices that have research, practice and development implications in Singapore as well as any educational systems negotiating the challenges of balancing assessment priorities.
The descending slope of AfL
Teachers subscribe to assessment that aligns with the curriculum, sustains student engagement, and involves students through peer and self-assessment. This fits with research indicating that teachers endorse AfL that engages the student as an active participant in their learning and helps improve teaching and student learning outcomes (Brown, 2008; Barnes, Fives, & Dacey, 2015; Bonner, 2016; Guskey, 2007) . However, teachers reported valuing these factors considerably more than they reported having proficiency or opportunity to act on what they value.
The greatest disparity may be seen in involving students as active learners and assessors. This was the most highly endorsed AfL factor but with the lowest expressed proficiency or opportunity for practice. Involving students as active participants in the assessment process is a key priority in Singapore's educational policy agendas generally and for Balanced Assessment, specifically (Koh & Luke, 2009; Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014) . There is a clear and concerning implication for Singapore's policy agendas in these findings. These agendas and some of the issues they are designed to address have resonance with educational contexts, worldwide (Swaffield, 2011) . At a broader level then, we should be concerned by findings that suggest despite a willingness to endorse a globally-recognized agenda for AfL, teachers don't believe they are ready or able to enact that agenda. This suggests further research is warranted in multiple national contexts that examines the relationships of teachers' assessment values, practices and proficiencies.
Low scores for proficiency and practice do not necessarily imply that teachers are objectively unable to enact what they value. When people do not feel empowered to act in a certain way, then they are much less likely to do so, even if they have the actual autonomy to act (Ajzen, 2005) . Teachers' conceptions of assessment do not evolve in a vacuum. Singapore, like many nations has made a heavy investment in large-scale testing systems. These are external to the curriculum and place authority outside the hands of teachers. Standardized test results remain a seminal priority, informing curricula, practice and at larger scale, the Singaporean concept of meritocracy (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015) . Any form of assessment that resulting in even a temporary dip in these results would trigger consequences for those enacting that assessment. In test-centric and competitive educational contexts, failing to account for the power of this kind of accountability may result in minimal changes to practice (Leong, 2014; Deneen, 2014) . If policies, models and professional development do not explicitly negotiate the impact of large-scale formalized testing on teachers' conceptions of practice or proficiency, it is unlikely that teachers will perceive themselves as empowered to act on what they value.
It may also be that these teachers' perception of insufficient autonomy to practice and integrate new forms of assessment is itself part of the problem. Research suggests that self-reported proficiency in a domain has significant correlation to practice and behavior in the same domain (Bandura, 1977; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) . On the other hand, the Dunning-Kruger effect (e.g., Dunning, Heath, & Suls, 2004) shows that less-proficient or capable people tend to overestimate their competence, while those who are more proficient tend to underestimate their abilities. Further research is needed to validate through observed practice whether teachers' reported proficiency is as low as they claim.
Whether it is the case of perception leading to practice or the reverse, the result is the same: a significant disparity between what teachers value and what they enact. This has significant implications for development and change management. For policy and intention to translate into impact, it is not enough to create the capacity and opportunity to enact assessment change. As Leong (2017) has argued, identifying and responding to teachers' conceptions of assessment may be a necessary step in developing teachers' assessment proficiencies and their assessment literacy.
The summative pattern
A converse pattern emerged around Grading/Reporting, with the highest mean for Practice, but lowest mean for Value. Results suggest that teachers test frequently and they are good at aligning those tests with external examination priorities. This bolsters the rationale for Singapore's investing in AfL as a way to balance assessment (Tan & Deneen, 2015; Fulmer et al., 2015; MOE, 2014) . The low mean Value for Grading/Reporting corresponds to research in other national contexts suggesting that teachers tend to negatively view assessment practices that could be used to label or blame students for poor performance (Barnes et al., 2015; Bonner, 2016) . Low endorsement may reflect the disempowering effect of external examinations. It is unsurprising that a system of assessment that places authority outside the hands of teachers while concomitantly holding them accountable for results would receive low endorsement. Similarly, PASA results indicate that teachers endorse students' active involvement in assessment. It is hard to conceive of teachers endorsing both PASA and summative assessment that is connected more to an external examination process than to disciplinary and sustainable competencies. This tension may create a significant challenge for policy and practice initiatives attempting to achieve a balanced assessment approach (Leong & Tan, 2014; Deneen & Boud, 2014) . In the case of Singapore, balance is less about summative and formative intentions and more about external accountability versus assessing for curricular and sustainable objectives. Attempting to achieve summative/formative balance in an environment in which formal examination, grading, and reporting are maintained is likely to result in one policy instrument being 'hard' (i.e., mandate formal external accountability) and the other 'soft' (i.e., persuasion of formative assessment for learning) (Kennedy, Chan, & Fok, 2011) . The soft policy of AfL, however well-valued by teachers is less likely to translate from policy to practice than the hard policy of accountability. This has implications well beyond Singapore. As educational systems in the United States and elsewhere attempt to achieve balance in assessment of and for learning, it may be necessary to acknowledge and work with external examinations as a third, separate point in the balancing act, affecting both policy and practice.
Reported frequency of grading versus PASA is an indicator of how teachers respond to different policy instruments. Teachers in the study value PASA; it is a reasonable inference from that teachers in Singapore would like to see greater student involvement in formative assessment but are unsure how this should be practiced. In turn, this points to a need to understand students' perspectives of their roles in formative assessment practices meant to enhance their learning. We agree with Kennedy et al. (2011) that it is important to pursue follow-up research on how policy-makers can make informed decisions about the judicious use of different assessment policy instruments, based on different indicators.
Alignment as negotiating and reframing assessment
Participants demonstrated strong investment in Alignment across all three characteristics. They value Alignment nearly as much as they value PASA. They practiced it more than PASA, assigning Alignment a frequency within the curriculum nearly that of Grading/Reporting. Alignment is, by a narrow margin what participants perceive themselves as most proficient at, out of all factors. The items in this factor suggest teachers' pre-occupations with a precise calibration (pre-assessment), measurement (actual assessment) and scrutiny of assessment data (post-assessment) at a curricular level. Without more fine-grained contextual information (e.g. of how such alignment takes place in day-to-day classroom events), we cannot discern the actual AfL elements in this factor. However, we can identify with the teachers' aligning themselves to a procedure of assessment that can actually serve both 'improvement of learning' and 'accountability' conceptions (Hui, Brown, & Chan, 2017) .
Research into teachers' conceptions of assessment demonstrate that in examination-oriented settings, teachers tend to see assessment as strongly associated with accountability (Brown, 2004) . At the same time, teachers tend to assign strong value to AfL priorities, both within this study and the research, generally (Brown, 2004; Bonner, 2016; Guskey, 2007) . While there were shared items and two factors that could have contained these elements separately (i.e. PASA and Grading/Reporting), the best fitting model suggests a separate factor (i.e. Alignment) that is not entirely either, but is rather a separate and cohesive factor, itself.
Within a context of possibly competing priorities, Alignment may reflect an attempt at negotiating the formative and summative expectations of policy and practice through treating AfL as a planning and design activity. Research suggests that alignment between formative and summative assessment can and should be forged within the curriculum (Black & Wiliam, 2018) . At the same time, this separate factor leads to the possibility that AfL is manifesting on paper, but not in practice. Teachers indicated that they endorse, practice and feel proficient at creating aligned lessons and discussing results. This should not be construed as the same thing as enacting AfL within the classroom dynamic.
Complementary and cohesive links between aligning learning outcomes to assessment and teaching activities in a curriculum can be explained as 'constructive alignment' (Biggs & Tang, 2011) e where learning outcomes serve as referents for preceding teaching and assessment activities that assist students to construct their learning. Such alignment is 'constructive' when constructivist learning is enabled, and aligned, to what is intended in the curriculum. Constructive alignment thus has two aspects e a constructivist orientation to learning (theory), and an instructional alignment to intended learning outcomes (Biggs, n.d.) . This, however presumes and demands two characteristics of the curriculum e it is conducive to providing student with sufficient autonomy for constructivist learning, and it is does not contain impeding tensions that may misalign teaching and assessment activities to unintended outcomes. Given results around PASA and summative assessment, we would question whether Alignment meets the threshold requirements to be considered constructive.
Conclusion
Singapore is attempting to foster authentic assessment change in secondary schools that reflects a balanced approach to formative and summative intentions (MOE, 2011; . This resonates with global efforts to resolve some of the tensions between the priorities of external examination results and the necessity of using assessment to enhance student learning (Berry, 2011) . The patterns of response in this study may reflect the rational responses of teachers attempting to resolve competing assessment priorities. Whether similar negotiations are taking place elsewhere and whether this is a positive outcome merits further study.
The relationship of summative and formative assessment intentions is an issue of global concern. In most educational contexts, there exist powerful tensions between investment in external examination systems and forward-facing attempts to use assessment to build students' capacity for learning and learner autonomy. Teachers' perceptions of what matters most in assessment and opportunities and preparedness to practice assessment play essential roles in determining how these tensions resolve into curricular practice. The findings of this study raise issues and implications of what a large scale and centrally mandated shift towards AfL would mean for and from teachers' perspectives.
Teacher education involves training teachers towards assessment practices that empower learners. It also rests on the assumption that teachers are empowered to enact the practices they are being trained towards. This is true for both assessment of and for learning. These participants believe in the formative power of assessment; they don't need to be sold on it. They perceive that translating that belief into practice is hampered by lack of proficiency and opportunity. On the other hand, teachers do not assign as much value to summative assessment, but they do perceive themselves as competent at it, with many corresponding opportunities for practice. These findings are consistent with a system that in attempting to balance formative and summative priorities within the curriculum, has not yet adjusted for the heavy weight of formalized examinations that sit outside the curriculum and outside the control of students and teachers. These findings carry clear implications for teacher education and professional development.
It makes sense to focus in-service support in the areas teachers felt least proficient. It seems highly likely that the curriculum for staff professional development needs to meld both proficiency and value. For example, a session on peer and self-assessment without opportunity to practice and evaluate results is unlikely to result in enacted change in classrooms. Similarly, creating space in the school curriculum without scaffolding teachers to step into that space with an AfL practice will not precipitate change.
However, people's experiences within school contexts as teachers and students can quickly and powerfully undermine these intentions (Deneen & Brown, 2016; Leong, 2016) . In test-centric contexts like Singapore, both summative and formative intentions are reshaped and synergized within the curriculum by the largescale pressures of a meritocracy reliant on academic achievement (Deneen & Brown, 2016; Leong, 2016) . While teachers may value certain practices, their faith that these perceptions will translate to the ability or opportunity to practice have to be made manifest in professional contexts.
It is worth considering as well whether granting more authority to teachers over summative, high-stakes assessment would in and of itself change patterns of endorsement. As noted earlier, it is unsurprising that teachers show weak endorsement of a system that holds them accountable for summative results without empowering them to make changes to assessment. However, granting teachers more authority without challenging the emphasis and function of this assessment in nations and cultures may shift problems without dispelling them. Teachers would likely (and accurately) perceive that they are now more centrally positioned to label or blame students for poor performance. Trading one set of contradictory demands for another is unlikely to result in a stronger endorsement (Wegner, Anders, & Nückles, 2014) . A key implication is that in Singapore, at least, the enhancement of AfL and more generally assessment should be seen as an enterprise in which a systems approach to assessment is adopted (Pellegrino, 2014) . Development, curriculum management and formative development of teacher capability must function in tandem and in negotiation with external examinations and their corresponding socio-economic systems.
For teacher education, then, there needs to be a greater negotiation with these contexts. Minimally, this would involve better preparing teachers to operate within the restrictions of test-centric curricula. This is not enough, however. At a policy making/ministerial level, this should be deep review of where confluence and disconnections occur, and then work to balance all sides of the equation: the preparation of teachers to enact AfL, the power of external examinations and the investment in creating safe spaces for teachers to turn assessment values into proficient practices.
(Research was conducted under auspices of institutional review board reference IRB-2015-10-008).
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Giving grades and marks on assessment. 4
Using rubrics when assessing students. 5
Measuring a wide range of evidence (multiple content and skill areas) in one task. 6
Posing questions to elicit facts from students. 7
Using students' grades/performance to determine what improvements students have to make. h) Assessment for learning & building learner capacity 8 Using assessment to determine students' learning styles. 9
Referring to students' progress to plan the curriculum. 10 Having students determine their own progress by comparing their own pieces of work/ achievements over a period of time. 11 Encouraging students to create questions around areas they need/want clarified. 12 Training students to conduct peer assessment and feedback. 13 Creating opportunities for students to take the teacher's comments and feedback and make improvements. 14 Creating opportunities for students to take peer comments and feedback and make improvements. o) Sustaining engagement Note. Some respondents declined to give demographic information.
